
BEFORE

THE PUBL'IC SERVICE CONNISSION OF

SOUTH CAROLINA

DOCKET NO. 91-569-C — ORDER NO. 93-6 ~
JANUARY 5, 1993

IN RE: WJW, Inc. ,

Complainant,

Alltel South Carolina, Inc.
and Southern Bell Telephone
a Telegraph Company,

ORDER DISNISSING
CONPLAINT AND
CLOSING DOCKET

Respondents.

On October 3, 1991, John Wright, President of WJW, Inc.

(the Complainant) filed a Pet. ition wi th the Public Service

Commission of South Carolina (the Commission) seeking to have a

t.rart of land which was divided by the Orangeburg and Calhoun

Counties boundary line, be allowed to receive telephone servire

from Southern Bell Telephone & Telegraph Company (Southern Bell).
Presently, the area is served by Alltel. South Carolina, Inc.

Alternat. ively, Nr. Wr.ight requested that the property owners be

given the choice of which telephone utility should provide service

t.o the property owners in the area in question.
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The matter was duly noticed to the public and both Southern

Bell and Alltel filed responses to the request. Thereafter, the

Complainant, as well as the Respondents, were informed of certain

dates in which prefiled testimony was to be received before the

scheduled hearing. No test. i. mony was filed by the Complainant. The

scheduled hearing date was February 27, 1992. Since that time, the

Commission Staff has at. tempted to contact Nr. Wright and no

response has been received by the Staff from Nr. Wright.

The Commission was informed of the status of this compla. int,
and accordingly, the Commission finds that si. nce the Complainant

has failed to go forward with this mat. ter, that this Complaint

should be dismissed and the inst. ant Docket closed.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

C i rman

ATTEST:

Z--~
Executive Di rector
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response has been received by the Staff from Mr. Wright.

The Commission was informed of the status of this complaint,

and accordingly, the Commission finds that since the Complainant

has failed to go forward with this matter, that this Complaint
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IT IS SO ORDERED.

ATTEST:

::_._...._J Executive Director

(SEAL)


